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about the "liberation" of depressed classes from the traditional,
self-perpetuating, form of bondage ; but, in the process, it destroyed
the basis of guaranteed livelihood. Owing to the absence of alterna-
tive means of subsistence, they were forced to accept even the worst
conditions of work for securing a livelihood. The relationship
thus evolved, was a new form of bondage. The traditional serfs
were "liberated" to be re-enserfed. As Professors Thomas and
Ramakrishnan remarked :42
Unemployment and underemployment have grown so serious
that serfdom is not so much feared as the lack of any certain
means of livelihood.
Such an analysis of the nature of bondage leads us to the con-
clusion that the greater the opportunities of earning a livelihood
without accepting bondage, the smaller the basis for the existence
of the system of bonded labour, despite the continuation of marriages
and at times of borrowing money for marriages. This conclusion
is borne out by the fact that emigration to plantations or other in-
dustries, that is seeking of alternative avenues of occupation, is
leading to a breakdown of this system.43
It is not very easy to be very precise about the regional preponder-
ance or the actual numbers of bonded labourers. All the existing
accounts describing this system, however, indicate that it is generally
more prevalent in certain parts of southern and central India,
that is in the Southern Triangle and in Bihar and Orissa, where
the proportion of agricultural labourers is very large. On the
whole, the bonded labour system as generally described, even
though it may exist in some form, is not much prevalent in Bengal,
U. P., Punjab and the N. W. F. P., that is, where the proportion
of agricultural labourers is relatively much lower. Thus, the system
of bonded labour is prevalent precisely in those regions where, due
to a much larger proportion of landless labourers^ opportunities of
securing a livelihood are more scarce. 44
*a Thomas and Ramakrishnan, eds., op, c/f,, p. 351.
48 Ibid., pp. 421,261; also Royal Commission on Agriculture, Report, p. 362
and Minutes of Evidence taken in the Madras Presidency, III, 341 ; Mukhtyar,
G., Life and Labour in a South Gujarat Village, (Bombay, 1930), p. 161; Sinha,
Lakshman Prasad, Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics, III-l, 40 also p.23.
44 It should be noted here that most authors have attributed the survival of

